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Preface 



Citizens for CommuTiiiy /mprowmeni {CCI) was founded in 1974 as a grass¬ 
roots non-profit local citizen's organization with the primary purpose of 
supporting the successful completion of the Warm Springs Dam-Lake Sonoma, 
Opposition—much of it from outside the county—had set up st^fficient road¬ 
blocks to delay the project and bring it to a halt. Because of this opposition, the 
Sonoma County Board ofSuperoisors submitted a proposition on the November, 

1974 . I. *, 

water costs. The CCI led a campaignfor this proposition, succeeding at the polls. 

Again, in 1979, opponents of the project placed County Measure ‘A* on the 
ballot seeking to prevent county payment for Lake Sonoma water. And the CCI 
cameforth with another successful election campaign to protect the project This 
was the third ballot initiative confirmuig voter approval. 

The CCI also actively participated in many court actions instituted by 
opponents. 

Throughout the past decade CCI has been cooperative in supplying informa¬ 
tion to college students throughout California and to out-of-state college students 
working on term reports. The CCI also assisted in providing facts for the many 
contracted government agency reports that have been written and published on 
this project. 

The bitter opposition and legal battles focused nation-wide attention on the 
Warm Springs Dam-Lake Sonoma ProjecL One of the student reports, written by 
Carol Ferrari as a term paper for a Santa Rosa Junior College class, is presented 
here as a timely reminder of the turlmlent history of the project. Miss Ferrari's 
paper is a su 7 nmaryofthe troubles that beset the Springs Dam since it was 

first envisioned in the 1930's. Not many people are aware of the overall struggle 
that continued for so many years and of the organizations that participated on 
both sides of the action. We are proud of this multi-purpose water conservation 
project and believe people will appreciate it more if they understand the trials 
and tribulations that it has survived. 

^Jiile in the past our group has worked closely with gove rnment and private 
organizations in promoting completion of the Dam, we remain active in man- 
taring development of the lake recreationalfacilities and to ensure adequate and 
timely progress on the project Master Pian. 

Despite federal budgetry limitations, it is vital that the originally proposed 
facilities be developed so that the public can enjoy this recreational resource. It is 
essential that proposed cost-sharing be utilized to assure further enhancement of 
public use. With the advent of the pressure of increased recreational use of the 
facilities, the CCI hopes to continue to cooperate with the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers and other public agencies to plan and evaluate utilization provisions 
that will alleviate impact on the community. The Citizens for Community 
Improvement will continue to offer services as a representative of the community. 

My thanks to Carol Ferrari and to the many other young minds that have come 
to question the controversy surrounding the Warm Springs Dam-Lake Sonoma 
Project The most rewarding part of my ten years of chairmanship of CCI is to 
have a young person express interest and vision in planning for tomorrow^ 

MILT BRANDT, President 

CITIZENS FOR COMMUNITY IMPROVEMENT 


November, 1984 
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Introduction 


The Warm Springs Dam-Lake Sonoma Project originated some fifty years ago. 
The Project, which should have been finished by the fall of 1974, is only now 
nearing full completion. Almost ten years later the Dam has finally become a 
reality. What started as a routine project was victimized and delayed by an 
over-passionate group of environmentalists. 

The story of Warm Springs Dam is long and involved. One that can be called a 
strug gl e to survive. It was a war between the feelings of a few people against the idea 
that would benefit so many. The Warm Springs Dam has lost many battles but in a 
sense it has won the war; however, there is still hard work to be done in obtaining 
the necessary funds for completing the recreational developments. 

In my term paper I have taken the history of the Dam and its benefits to society, 
then expressed them based on feelings of what I have learned. 
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Project History 



The Warm Springs Dam-Lake Sonoma Project has 
spanned the term of some fifty years. During this time 
the Project was delayed several times by no-growth 
opposition.^ These obstacles were overcome by public 
support and success was due largely to the efforts of the 
Citizens for Community Improvement.^ When the ideda 
for the dam first originated, Sonoma County taxpayers 
took a positive side to the project. They realized the 
benefits that they would receive, including water stor¬ 
age, flood control, and in later years, recreation. But the 
simple and positive outlook of the early years was by no 
means an indication of the long hard battle that lay 
ahead over the completion of the Dam, 

The U.S, Army Corps of Engineers was called upon to 
begin the task and did so in the study conducted in 1937 
concerning the most advantageous project sites. 
Among the sites considered were Knights Valley, 
Sulphur Greek, and Mendocino’s Redwood Valley, and 
the two that were finally selected: Goyoye Valley near 
Ukiah and Dry Creek in Sonoma County. Four years 
later in 1941, the Corps proposed dams on these two 
sites but the plan was not accepted until 1948. Now the 
proposal was acceptable to most people and it was 
announced by the San Francisco District Corps of 
Engineers that the plan called for construction of two 
dams, the first at Coyote and the second on Dry Creek. 
The two multi purpose projects would substantially 
reduce flooding along the Russian River and provide 


water storage to meet the demands of the growing 
populations on the lower river basin. Other benefits 
would include better protection of fish and wildlife, 
recreational developments, and greater fire protection. 
This plan that was accepted in 1948 did not materialize 
until 1950, when Congress authorized the Coyote 
Project. Actual construction did not begin until 1956 
due to the lack of funding caused by the Korean War. 
Three years later the project was completed; however, 
for Dry Greek there were to be six more years of studies, 
public hearings, and more floods. 

It wasn’t until 1962 that Congress authorized the 
Warm Springs Dam Project and this was due to the 
private investors who were trying to obtain backing to 
build the dam themselves. For fear of losing in the 
regional water sharing, the Sonoma County Board of 
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PR OJECT HISTOR Y 

Cammmd 


Supervisors stepped in, seeking federal involvement in 
Dry Creek, This began in 1956 and by 1962 it was 
approved by the Federal Board of Engineers for Rivers 
and Harbors, So it was actually the people who got the 
idea for the Project going and theyVe the ones who kept 
it alive during all the court actions that followed. 

Groundbreaking ceremonies were held on Sunday, 
August 20, 1967, and in mid-June 1970 the first 
contract w^asaw-arded to Piombo Corporation, The Ji4.8 
million contract called for relocation of four and a half 
miles of road and for foundations for the Rockpile Road 
Bridge, which spans an arm of the lake. During the time 
between the groundbreaking ceremonies and the 
awarding of the first contract, the Emironmental Policy 
Act became a law (1969). This law created a challenge 
for environmentalists to stop federal projects that were 
growth-inducing. 

In 1972 this law formed negative reactions to water 
resource development. The negative reactions were 
directed toward the Russian River-Cotati Intertie,^ but 
also towards the Project itself. The no-growth parti¬ 


cipants felt that this Project must be stopped no matter 
what the cost was. Known as County Measure A on the 
June 6,1972 Primary' Election Ballot, the protest action 
very nearly succeeded because the public had very little 
knowledge of what was going on. \\Tiat saved the Intertie 
funding were the efforts of tw'o local men, W.C. '"Bob” 
Trowbridge and his son, who mailed out leaflets urging 
the voters to vote “No”, which was actually a "Tes” This 
situation should have been a warning to the opposition 
that was to mount against the Warm Springs Dam-Lake 
Sonoma Project, 

In 1973 the Corps awarded a contract for con¬ 
struction of the Rockpile Road Bridge while other work 
was also progressing on the Project. Opposition was 
beginning with one young local lawyer who felt “unsafe” 
living below the dam. With her negative feelings of the 
dam she became aware of the ways to fight the Project, 
which were to attack the Environmental Impact State¬ 
ment.^ A group was formed with others who shared 
similar feelings and they called themselves the Warm 
Springs Task Force. With funding from Sierra Club, the 
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PROJECT HISTORY 

Continued 


I 


Task Force set out to tie up the Project with a number of 
lawsuits and to impose an indefinite or permanent 
injunction on construction. By accomplishing this they 
now had time to pick apart the Environmental Report. 
On March 22,1974, the Task Force filed suit to halt all 
construction. Their argument was that the dam would 
violate the Fifth and Ninth Amendments to the Con¬ 
stitution. They also claimed that the dam would destroy 
archeological and historical sites, which was a violation 
of the National Historic Preserv^ation Act of 1966. As a 
result, a temporary restraining order was issued. It 
permitted the bids on construction as scheduled but 
prohibited actual construction. The case went to court 
and the Task Force has several complaints about the 
Environmental Impact Statement but no solid test¬ 
imony to back them with and on May 23,1974, it was 
ruled that the Corps could proceed with the Project. 
After failing, the Task Force decided to submit the same 
material to Supreme Court Justice William O. Douglas, 
who then ruled with the side of the environmentalists 
and it would be one year before any action would be 
taken by the courts. * 

Thus far there had been no opposition to the Task 
Force so in August 1974, the Citizens for Community 
improvement was formed. Their goal was to get the 


correct facts to the public. The Sonoma County Board of 
Supervisors called a county vote on the issue in the 
General Election of November 5, 1974. Voters sup¬ 
ported the Warm Springs Dam by a 51.2 to 48.7 percent 
margin.^ It was apparent that there was still uncertainty 
among the voting public. 

The next hearing on the issue of the Warm Springs 
Dam w^as held in February 1975, only to see the decision 
put off, to what seemed indefinately at the time. As costs 
continued to rise the Corps prepared a new supple¬ 
mental Environmental Impact Statement which was 
published in May of 1976. The hearing tliat was set for 
April was postponed so that the new Environmental 
Impact Statement could he studied. At this time the 
Corps had an independent engineering firm perform an 
earthquake analysis at a cost of g400,000. Since there 
was no real evidence that the new Environmental 
Impact Statement was inadequate the judge ruled on 
January 27, 1977 that the Corps could proceed with 
construction. The Task Force would appeal, they 
guaranteed it. "ftTiat they needed now was a target to 
direct their feelings toward. They found it in the State 
Resources Agency -Huey Johnson, who was the new 
director and also a Marin County environment activist 











































PROJECT HISTORY 

Coniinued 

and seemed to sympathise mth the Task Force, On 
November 21,1977, a leuer was sent to Colonel Adsit of 
the Corps of Engineers, questioning the geological 
surroundings of the dam. The letter was a stalling tactic 
because all these questions had already been answered 
in the court battles, it was sent, however, in the hopes 
that the funding for the upcoming year be dropped, 
since the price had escalated so much. However, ^ 
Johnson's ploys against the Project were rejected by 
Governor Brown and he personally affirmed the state's 
support. Later the Office of Management and Budget, 
noting the state's suppon, budgeted l!35 million for the 
1978 construction season. 

The Task Force did in fact appeal as promised but 
failed to get an injunction to stop construction, and in 
1978 construction was allowed to resume. On June 20, 
groundbreaking ceremonies took place for the second 
time. Work that had already been started prior to the 
delays had deteriorated and the price tag for the iVoject 
had risen due to inflation. There was, howe%^er, one last 
attempt to halt construction once again. It was by 
TOAD, Taxpayers Organized Against the Dam, in 1979, 
They had a negative approach and the public knew it. 
With that plus the memories of the drought in 1976-77, 
many voters turned out in support of the Project. The 
dam had won again, this time by an overw'helmiiig 72%. 
Finally its opponents publicly accepted defeat in the 
local press. 

^To allow courts to send the Corps be eft to 
the drawing hoard time new and 

compelling arguments or maieriats are 
developed after completion of an Environ¬ 
mental Impact Statement would enable 
industrious and imaginative opponents of 
any given project to forever postpone its 
constructionf- (IIS. Ninth District Conn, 

March 1977)^ 

The Task Force figured all along that they had to stop 
this Project because it was, to them, growth inducing. 
Their plan was to fight the Project because the Environ¬ 
mental Impact Statement was inadequate. All along 
they continued to attack different issues in the EIS, 
thereby causing the defendants considerable costs to go 
back and answer questions that had already been dealt 
with. By doing this their hopes were that the cost would 



raise so much that the cost-benefit ratio would be 
affected.^ As a^esult the ultimate hope was that the 
backers and financers would get discouraged and throw 
ill the towel. Their goal was to stop the funding so that 
tfie Project itself would not be completed. 

In a w'fiy there was*a positive side to these delays that 
were eventually resolved in the courts during the period 
of 1974 to 1980. The Corps took additional steps in 
greater protection of fish and wildlife. As a result the 
original wildlife refuge area was almost doubled in size. 
Certain areas wh ich w^ere considered sensitive to environ- 
mental disturbances have been reclassified to prevent 
public intrusion. ImprovemenLs were made to assure 
even greater structund safety and water purification. 
One was an increase in the compaction of the 30 million 
cubic yards of earth that made the dam. To complete 
this task Aubuni Contractors went to Tampo Manufac¬ 
turing and asked them to design nine of the largest 
setf'propelled diial-drum vibrating rollers in the world. 
The compaction rate is so high that the dam can 
withstand an earthquake measuring over eight on the 
Richter Scale.** Certain improvements came as a result 
of the delays caused by the Task Forcei however, they in 
no way can take credit for those improvements. 

With the dedication of the dam on June 18, 1983, it 
can be siiid that the Project lost many battles, but won 
the war However, there is still much w^brk to be done. 
Recreational developments around the lake wtU be 
ongoing for die next three to five years. 
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Flood Control 





Warm Springs Dam is a multi-purpose project to 
provide flood control, water supply, and recreation, with 
the greatest concern to flood control. This is apparent in 
the fact that forty-five percent of the total cost is 
allocated to flood control and its benefits such as land 
enhancemenL In 1972 there were disastrous floods 
which led to the building of the flotKl-plains. These flood- 
plains are an important asset to rivers because they 
allow the silt and sediment to accumulate after being 
scoured from the river, then the river can maintain its 
normal flow and capacity. In other words the flood- 
prone areas keep the silt and sediment in the flood- 
plains and the normal flow of the river is not affected in 
any way. Based on studies by Luna Leopold of USGS, 
watershed causes a given flow tfj increase 2,7 tirries in 
height, so without the flood plains to accumulate the 
watershed, a given flood would occur three to four times 
as often. 

At this time the flood plain in Dry Creek and Russian 
River basins is relatively undeveloped. There are 20,500 
acres that will be protected from flooding with the 
construction of the dam. From this total, 17,200 acres 
are referred to as “agriculturar', or '‘wastes'" and 

3,300 in recreational developments. There are no major 
population centers in the flood-prone area. It is antici¬ 
pated that the construction of the dam will lower the 
flood level in the Guemevtlle area by 3 Vi feet, which is 


indeed a positive result. However, damages in that area 
are sustained on 400 acres of urban developed prop¬ 
erties, In other words, those receiving damages are 
people residing in flood-plain afeas. It doesn't seem like 
too much of a positive outlook, but it actually is because 
with the construction of the dam and the new flood¬ 
plain the Russian River will be allowed to flow faster in a 
flood situation. The dam will not give complete pro¬ 
tection against floods but it will decrease the amount of 
damages. The dam can also prevent flooding in the 
sense that the flood-plain area can be devoted chiefly to 
agriculture. Land regulations can prevent burden on 
the public with the cost of protecting unwise use of 
flood-plain land, such as in the Guemeville area. 

In the case of Warm Springs Dam, flooding will not 
cease with the completion of the dam itself. It will reduce 
the threat and the river will not overflow as much as it 
has in the past. That was proved this year even before 
completion, with what little water it retained. In the 
winter of 1982-1983, ^12 million were saved in flood 
damages. Other dams would have to be built along the 
Russian River, along with reserv^oirs to permanently end 
the threat of floods. Warm Springs Dam is a step in the 
right direction. 
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Water Supply 


Water supply was the second concern of the Warm 
Springs Dam. It was apparent from the growing popula¬ 
tion of the serious need for domestic water supplies. The 
depletion of the ground water in prime agricultural 
areas was another factor included. In 1945 at a public 
hearing in Santa Rosa it was stated that more water was 
needed to serve the rapidly growing populations of both 
Marin and Sonoma Counties. This dominant theme -a 
concern for adequate water supplies and the construc¬ 
tion of Warm Springs Dam. Lake Sonoma could meet 
this demand. 

Together Warm Springs Dam and other major water 
developments will serve the Russian River Basin as well 
as Mendocino, Marin and Sonoma CSounties. In addi¬ 
tion to this the Fish and Game Department wants to 
maintain a minimum flow for protection of fish and 
wildlife. The task of working out a water-sharing 
program is not yet complete. The burden lies with the 
Sonoma County Water Agency, Warm Springs Dam will 
enforce the negotiations for distribution of water when it 
becomes fully operational in a few years. 



\ 


I 


17 

















AREA CAMP SITE 






































































































































Recreation 


The realization of the recreation plans at the Warm 
Springs Dam appears threatened at this point and time. 
The problem lies with lack of federal funding due to the 
recent cutbacks in the economy. Currently estimated at 
$32 million, the planning is continuing but at a very 
slow pace. Given so far is ^10 million to be used in 
construction of a few recreational amenities, including 
a boat ramp. As of now^ all that is needed is the 
remaining ^22 million to complete the recreational 
facilities. Doug Bosco, our local representative, has 
taken on the t;isk of convincing the federal goi'emmenc 
that it should come through on the promises made in the 
contract. At the present time both he and the Sonoma 
County Supervisors are working to obtain the required 
federal response. As a back-up plan it has been proposed 
that there be uii exchange of con tract obligations so that 


the recreational development can be completed by the 
county. 

Recreational facilities will include overnight camping 
and day use areas, a marina, two boat ramps, inter¬ 
pretive areas (including the project overlook and the 
Visitor’s Center, which are now operable), and over 100 
miles of horse-back riding and hiking trails, In addition 
there are a wildlife management reserve of 5000 acres 
along portions of the lake shore and a federal fish 
hatchery which is already in operation by the State 
Department of Fish and Game under lieense agree¬ 
ment. The dam wiU benefit all in one aspect or another 
of recreational development. There is something for 
everyone and can be enjoyed fully when the minimal 
plan is completed in the fall of 1986, 


r ^ 

CONSTRUCTION COST ESCALATION: 
WARM SPRINGS DAM-LAKE SONOMA 


DATE 
Oct. 1962 
Dec. 1964 
Feb. 1967 
Mar. 1967 
Aug. 1967 
Mar. 1968 
May 1969 
Apr. 1970 
Mar. 1973 
Apr. 1974 
Apr. 1975 
Feb. 1976 
Feb. 1977 
Nov. 1979 

Jan. 1981 

May 1983 


COSTS 
1542,400,000 
42,400,000 
56,000,000 
66,600,000 
66,600,000 
70,000,000 
74,100,000 
80,000,000 
103,000,000 
1X3,000,000 
160,000,000 
181,000,000 
204,000,000 
220,000,000 

274,000,000 

330,000,000 


COMMENTS 

Dry Creek Dam Project authorized. 

Water supply contract signed-expected completion date 1970. 

Project size optimized with additional storage capacity. 
Construction begins: expected completion date fall 1974. 

Revised completion date Dec. 1976 (Vietnam War). 

Threat of litigation, June bid cancelled. 

Litigation. Dam construction stopped in May. 


More litigation delay, revised completion date Dec. 1985 
Dam opponents hearily defeated in county special election. 
Revised completion date Dec. 1983 (optimum funding). 
Revised completion date of dam, November 1982. 

(Total project completion date 1984, operational 1985. 

Dam completed In fall 1982, but most of recreational 
plan and final road relocation remains imcompleted. 

(Total includes estimated j!40,000,000 for development 
of recreational plan). 
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Conclusion 


The summer of 1983 marks the an important milestone in the development of the 
Warm Springs Dam-Lake Sonoma Project, the dam itself has been completed and 
the swords can be put to rest. The dam has withstood a long battle and has indeed 
won. That in itself makes the earthen structure so much more meaningful to those 
who stood by it all along. The amount of money and the time put into the project 
show the value it has with people. I’m not old enough to have been able to really grow 
up with the process of the idea becoming a reality but because I did grow up with the 
actual construction I wanted to know more. I have learned a good deal about the 
project and what used to be, to me, “just the dam” has become part of my life. It s 
more than just a structure, it’s an expression of the human soul, an idea made into 
rcalit>\ 
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Chronolgy 


HIGHLIGHTS OF WATER RESOURCES DEVELOPMENT IN THE 
RUSSIAN RIVER BASIN AND OF THE WARM SPRINGS DAM-LAKE SONOMA PROJECT: 


1937 First authorization for Coips to study Russsian River Basin, 

1937- 

1938 Destructive flooding of the Russian River Basin and tributarj^ system. 

1938 Corps public hearing in Santa Rosa. 

1939 Preliminary e^aniination completed and approved, 

1941 District Engineer's report recommends dams on Dry Creek and the East Fork of the Russian 
River. Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors rejects proposal. 

1944 Re\iew report authorized by Chief of Engineers, 

1945 Public hearing in Santa Rosa. 

1948 District Engineer proposes dams at Coyote Creek and on Dry Greek. 

1949 Sonoma County Flood Control and Water Conservation District formed (later to change name 
to Sonoma County Water Agency)* 

1950 Congress authorizes construction of Coyote Dam. 

1956 Construction of Coyote Dam begins. 

1958 House Public Works Committee authorizes review examination of Russian River Basin. 

1959 Coyote Dam completed. 

1961 District Engineer releases Interim Report recommending construction of Warm Springs Dam, 
Petaluma and ForestviHe lines placed in service. 

1962 Congress authorizes Warm Springs Dam-Lake Sonoma Project. 

Aquaduct to Sonoma Creek Basin (Sonoma Valley) completed. 

1967 Warm Springs Dam-Intake Sonoma dedication. 

Preparatory work begins. 

Award of first major contract; road relocation work. 

1969 Congress passes the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). 

1970 First major contract awarded to Pionibo Corporation for roads^ random fill, and bridge structure. 

1972 Russian Riyer Cotati Inteitie endorsed by voters. 

House Public Works Committee authorizes a new Russian River Basin study. 

1973 Final review report under the 1958 authority released: no further projects suggested. 

1974 Warm Springs Dam-Lake Sonoma Project halted by titigation. 

Citizens for Community Improvement organizes in support of the project. 

Sonoma County voters endorse Project by a narrow margin. 

1976 Corps files Supplementary Environmental Impact Statement. 

Russian River-Cotati Intertie in service- 

1976- 

1977 Warm Springs Dam Project construction resumes. 

Citizens for Community Improvement files one of a new series of briefs. 

1979 Taxpayers Organized Against the Dam (TOAD) files initiative petitions; Board of Supervisors 
sets election date for Nov, 5, 1979. 

Sonoma County voters overwhelmingly approve the Warm Springs Dam-Lake Sonoma Project, 

1980 Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals rules that the Corp’s EIS complies with the National Environmental 
Policy Act. 






FOOTNOTES 


^ No-growth opposition people who were organized as one to stop any federal 
projects because they were growth-inducing. 

3 Citizens for Community Improvement-a group organized to “actively pursue 
the successful development of Warm Springs Dam and Lake Sonoma. 

^ Russian River-Cotati Intertie-water lines that service Cocati, Rohnert Park, etc., 
from the intake pipes at Wohler Beach. 

^ Environmental Impact Statement-Report dealing with the environmental 
factors of the dam and surrounding area. 

5 Citizens for Community Improvement 
Newspaper Pg. 11 

* Citizens for Community Improvement 
Newspaper Pg. 11 

7 Cost-benefit ratio- Citizens for Community Improvement 

Newspaper Pg. 5 

e.g. for every dollar spent on the Project it will later give more back as a 
benefit. 

8 Pamphlet on Warm Springs Dam 

Pg. 12 
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Project Update, 1984 


Since the summer of 1983, work has continued on 
Phase I recreation development for Lake Sonoma. 
Approximately 10 million dollars in federal funding 
has been approved by Washington D.C. to be spent 
over the next 3 fiscal years for recreation facilities. 
Among the recreation facilities being developed are 
boat-in camp-grounds, hiking and horsebacking 
traits, staging areas, one drive-in campground, a 
five-lane boat-launching ramp, and day use facili¬ 
ties. The Corps of Engineers is also considering 
leasing federal land to private concessionaries for 
operation and construction of a full-service marina 
in an area south of Warm Springs Bridge. Request for 
Proposals have been sent to interested parties con¬ 
cerning the marina. 

Construction began in July, 1984 on a five-lane 
public boat launching ramp near the west end of 
Warm Springs Bridge. The ramp is expected to be 
completed during the construction season of 1986. 
Engineering and design work has begun on a 100- 
site drive-in camp-ground to be located off Rockpile 
Road about 2-3 miles from Warm Springs Dam. Near 
the same area a road and a public beach mill also be 
built. 

Horseback riding and hiking trails have been 
under construction since the summer ofl 983 through 
a contract with the California Conservation Corps 
and a number of non-profit youth employment 
agencies such as Circuit Rider Productions. Other 
projects these groups have completed under coor¬ 
dination with the Corps of Engineers staff at Lake 
Sonoma include preparation of boat-in camp¬ 
grounds, picnic areas,erosion control and vista 
points. 

Groups such as the Sonoma County Trails Council 
have volunteered advice and their time concerning 
equestrian trails and staging areas and the Citizens 
for Community Improvement have consistently pro¬ 
vided help and assistance in development of the 
project. 

Lake Sonoma is scheduled to begin filling by 
November, 1984^ It may take between two and four 


years before Lake Sonoma is completely /tiled. The 
lake is scheduled to open for recreation use the 
summer of 1 986, 

iMeanwhile, the Congressman Don Clausen Fish 
Hatchery, adjacent to the Corps of Engineers Lake 
Sonoma Visitor Center, is open to the public. Visitors 
may feed the young steelhead trout and salmon being 
reared in the tanks. During the fall, winter and early 
spring, visitors can also view the annual migration of 
spawning steelhead and salmon returning to the 
hatchery and the eggs being taken. Over 1,900 
steelhead trout returned to the fish hatchery out of 
several hundred thousand that were released fi^om 
the hatchery threeyears ago. The salmon run was low 
during the season of 1983-84 due to what biologists 
call the ^*El Nino Effect*', an absence of coastal 
upweliing of ocean currents that bring food to 
migratory salmon. However, over 900 silver salmon 
relumed to the hatchery the winter of 1982-83. 
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